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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments . 

1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-33, 35-39, 50-62, 64-70, 72-73, 
and 79-80 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03,(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-11, 20, 41, and 76 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Tarnoff et al. (6864913), (hereinafter referred to as "Tarnoff ) in view 
of Zdepski et al. (6606746), (hereinafter referred to as "Zdepski"). 

Regarding claims 1 , 20, 41 , and 76, Tarnoff discloses an apparatus that 
relates to film conversion (Tarnoff: column 1 , lines 10-11). This apparatus 
comprises "converting an analog 35 or 16mm film of duration greater than 1 hour 
to digital video data with a frame rate of approximately 24 frames per second and 
one pixel or line resolution of at least 1280" (Tarnoff: figures 8A-8B, wherein the 
frame rate is 24 fps, the line resolution is 1280) and "receiving the digital video 
data from the storage" (Tarnoff: figure 5, wherein the storage is the memory). 
However this apparatus lacks storing the data in the AVI format and compressing 
the data using a ration of at least 50:1 as claimed. Zdepski teaches that MPEG 
compression can achieve compression ratios of more than 200:1 (Zdepski: 
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column 2, lines 1-2). Zdepski further discloses "storing the digital data in the AVI 
format" (Zdepski: column 5, lines 34-36) and "transmitting the data via a 
network" (Zdepski: figure 1). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to take the 
apparatus disclosed by Tarnoff and add the compression ratios taught by 
Zdepski in order to obtain an apparatus that can successfully transmit data over 
a limited bandwidth network by having a large compression ratio. 

Regarding claims 2-5, although not disclosed, it would have been obvious 
to receive the data through a digital serial interface having the SMPTE 
specification (Official Notice). Doing so would have been obvious in order to 
transmit/receive data over a secure connection. 

Regarding claims 6-7, Tarnoff discloses "the digital video data has a 
resolution of 1280 by 720 and 1920 by 1080" (Tarnoff: figure 8B). 

Regarding claims 8-9, although not disclosed, it would have been obvious 
to have a sampling format of 4:2:2 and 4:2:0 (Official Notice). Doing so would 
have been obvious in order to provide a better picture by sampling the input 
image at the correct format. 

Regarding claim 10, Zdepski discloses "compressing the video data using 
an integer transform" (Zdepski: column 1, lines 60-65, wherein MPEG 
compression utilizes integer transforms). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Tarnoff discloses "converting uses a telecine" 
(Tarnoff: column 1, lines 14-15). 
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4. Claims 12-16, 19, 21-33, 35-39, 43-45, 50-62, 64-70, 73, and 79-80 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tarnoff et al. (6864913), 
(hereinafter referred to as "Tarnoff') in view of Zdepski et al. (6606746), (hereinafter 
referred to as "Zdepski") in further view of Watkins et al. (6507672), (hereinafter referred 
to as "Watkins"). 

Regarding claim 12, note the examiners rejection for claim 1, and in 
addition, claim 12 differs from claim 1 in that claim 12 further requires receiving 
the data from a recorder. Watkins teaches that recorders can be built using few, 
low-cost components (Watkins: column 1 1 , lines 60-64, wherein the recorders 
are the multimedia terminals). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to take the 
apparatus disclosed by Tarnoff, add the compression ratios taught by Zdepski, 
and add the recorders taught by Watkins in order to obtain an apparatus that 
provides a cost efficient means for inputting video. 

Regarding claim 13, Watkins discloses "receiving data from a network" 
(Watkins: column 12, lines 1-14). 

Regarding claim 23, Watkins discloses "the subsequent decompression 
and playback of the compressed video produces video of DVD quality" (Watkins: 
figure 3, column 7, lines 57-60). 

Regarding claims 25 and 28, Watkins discloses "transmitting the video at 
a rate of approximately .5 Mbps to 10 Mbps" (Watkins: column 11, lines 66-67- 
column 12, lines 1-8, wherein the video can be transmitted up to 10 Mbps). 
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Regarding claim 26, Watkins discloses "transmitting the video at a plurality 
of rates" (Watkins: column 11, lines 66-67-column 12, lines 1-8, wherein the 
plurality of rates are the high and low bandwidth channel rates). 

Regarding claim 27, Watkins discloses "the rates are in a range from 
approximately .1 Mbps to 20 Mbps" (Watkins: column 11, lines 66-67-column 12, 
lines 1-8, wherein the video can be transmitted up to 10 Mbps). 

Regarding claims 29-30, although not disclosed, it would have been 
obvious to transmit or store at least 5 Gb of data or video having a total runtime 
of 2 hours (Official Notice). Doing so would have been obvious in order to make 
the synchronization more efficient by piecing together fewer chunks of data. 

Regarding claim 31 , Watkins discloses "transmitting or storing the 
compressed video to a server" (Watkins: figure 7, item 606). 

Regarding claim 32, although not disclosed, it would have been obvious to 
store the compressed data on a tape (Official Notice). Doing so would have 
been obvious in order to make the apparatus more versatile by being able to 
transport the tape from one place to another. 

Regarding claim 33, Watkins discloses "storing the compressed video on 
a DVD disk" (Watkins: figure 3, column 7, lines 58-60). 

Regarding claim 35, Watkins discloses "transmitting or storing the data in 
an advanced systems format including a top-level header object and data object" 
(Watkins: figure 3, column 7, lines 58-60, wherein the advanced systems format 
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is the DVD disk. The examiner notes that a DVD disk is composed of header 
and data objects). 

Regarding claim 36, Watkins discloses "transmitting the video to a DVD 
recorder" (Watkins: figure 3, item 318, wherein the record head records the 
information onto the DVD). 

Regarding claim 37, Zdepski discloses "transmitting the video via satellite" 
(Zdepski: figure 1). 

Regarding claims 38-39, Watkins discloses "transmitting the video via 
cable and a network" (Watkins: column 12, lines 1-8, wherein the cable is the 
cable modem). 

Regarding claim 50, note the examiners rejection for claims 1 and 24. 

Regarding claim 51 , note the examiners rejection for claim 13. 

Regarding claims 52-55, note the examiners rejection for claims 6-9. 

Regarding claims 56-62 and 64-70, note the examiners rejections for 
claims 14-21, 23, 25, 30, 34-35, 37-38, and 40, and further note that 
decompressing and receiving are the complimentary operations to compressing 
and storing. 

Regarding claim 73, note the examiners rejection for claims 1, 24, and 29. 

Regarding claims 14 and 43, Zdepski discloses "compressing the video 
using block-based motion predictive coding to reduce temporal redundancy" 
(Zdepski: column 2, lines 1-39, wherein reducing temporal redundancy using 
motion coding is well known within MPEG compression techniques). 
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Regarding claims 15 and 44, Zdepski discloses "compressing the data 
using transform coding to reduce spatial redundancy" (Zdepski: column 2, lines 
1-39, wherein transform coding is well known within MPEG compression 
techniques). 

Regarding claims 16 and 45, note the examiners rejection for claims 14 
and 15. 

Regarding claim 19, although not disclosed, it would have been obvious to 
compress the data using a ratio of 100:1 (Official Notice). Doing so would have 
been obvious in order to successfully send the data over a limited bandwidth 
network. 

Regarding claim 21 , Zdepski discloses "transmitting from a server" 
(Zdepski: figure 1). 

Regarding claim 22, Zdepski discloses "transmitting to a computer with a 
software-based decompression algorithm" (Zdepski: figure 3A). 

Regarding claim 24, Tarnoff discloses "the decompression and playback 
produces video having one pixel resolution of at least 720 and the other greater 
than 576" (Tarnoff: figures 8A-8B). 

Regarding claims 79-80, note the examiners rejection for claim 1 . 
5. Claims 17-18 are rejected under. 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tarnoff et al. (6864913), (hereinafter referred to as "Tarnoff') in view of Zdepski et al. 
(6606746), (hereinafter referred to as "Zdepski") in further view of Haldeman et al. 
(6801576), (hereinafter referred to as "Haldeman"). 
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Regarding claims 17-18, note the examiners rejection for claim 1, and in 
addition, claims 17-1 8differ from claim 1 in that claims 17-18 further require 
compressing using a Windows Media codec. Haldeman teaches that one way to 
reduce video bandwidth is to compress the video before distributing it using 
Windows Media (Haldeman: column 1, lines 35-40). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to take the apparatus disclosed by Tarnoff, add the compression ratios 
taught by Zdepski, and add the Windows Media codec taught by Haldeman in 
order to obtain an apparatus that can transmit video over limited bandwidth 
networks. 

6. Claim 72 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tarnoff 

et al. (6864913), (hereinafter referred to as "Tarnoff') in view of Zdepski et al. 

(6606746), (hereinafter referred to as "Zdepski") in further view of Melen et al. 

(6631205), (hereinafter referred to as "Melen"). 

Regarding claim 72, note the examiners rejection for claim 50, and in 
addition, claim 72 differs from claim 50 in that claim 72 further requires a 
lenticular display. Melen teaches that lenticular displays eliminate the need for 
special eyeglasses or headgear when viewing stereoscopic images (Melen: 
column 1 , lines 18-55). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to take the apparatus 
disclosed by Tarnoff, add the compression ratios taught by Zdepski, and add the 
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lenticular display taught by Meleh in order to obtain an apparatus that is more 
appealing to a user by eliminating the need for headgear and eyeglasses. 

Conclusion 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dave Czekaj whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
7327. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 9 hours. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mehrdad Dastouri can be reached on (571 ) 272-741 8. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

DJC 




